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ABSTRACT 

A study assessed parental satisfaction or concern 
with the identification, placement, and review process as developed 
and implemented by the Special Education Department of the Toronto 
Board of Education. Interviews were completed with 208 parents who 
participated in the process during January and February 1986. 
Fifty-eight percent of the parents belonged to non-Canadian cultural 
groups, including Portuguese, English, West Indian/African, and 
Chinese: the majority of their children were divided into six groups: 
elementary learning disability/reading clinic; elementary gifted; 
secondary (not gifted); physical handicaps, behavioral problems, and 
hearing problems; deferred; and not exceptional. In general, the 
parents interviewed evaluated the process very positively: they felt 
comfortable and relaxed in meetings which they felt were open, 
professional, and informative. Problems did exist in some areas, 
including lack or unavailability of materials in the parents' native 
language, poor parent preparation and inadequate information, the 
length of the process, parental alienation from information sharing 
and decision making before, during, and after the procedural 
meetings, and the structure and procedures of the committee. Analysis 
of placement by cultural group indicated that Canadian and West 
Indian/African parents had the highest percentages of children in the 
elementary learning disability/reading rlinic programs and that 
Portuguese, West Indian/African and Chinese parents had the lowest 
percentage of children in the elementary gifted programs. Appendices 
include a special education guide for parents, a resource booklet for 
parents of children in the gifted program, a special education fact 
sheet, a flow chart of the identification/placement process, and the 
interview questions. (CB) 
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INTRODUCTION 



In the course of their school years, some children may 
require Special Education placement or support. The term 
"Special Education" covers a continuum of services designed for 
"exceptional children" as required by the Education Act, 1982. A 
child may have: difficulty in using language, a physical 
handicaps an emotional or behavioural problem, or intellectual or 
learning exceptionalities. Before a child is considered to be an 
'* exf:ept i onal child" under the law, a decision must be made by a 
cofnnsTttee called an Identification, Placement and Review 

Com^H'ttee (I.P.R.C.). This Committee has the powers and duties 
to: 

(1) decide whether or not a child is exceptional; 

(2) decide what kind of Special Education service, 
if any, is best suited to the exceptional needs 
of a child; 

(3) decide whether more information is needed 
(e.g. of a psychiatric or medical nature); 

(4) interview a child, if appropriate (but only 
with parental permission); and 

(5) confirm its decisions with the parent, in writing. 

The steps of the referral procedures, parents * /guardi ans ' 
rights, the ways decisions are made, and the range of Special 
Education services for exceptional students offered by the 
Toronto Board of Education have been outlined in a booklet called 
"Special Education Guide for Parents and Guardians". The booklet 
is included as Appendix A for readers who are interested in more 
details. A similar booklet on Gifted Resource Centres was 
written in 1984 and is included as Appendix B. A TBE Fact Sheet 
describing Special Education programs is provided in Appendix C. 
And, the Toronto Board has provided principals with a fully 
detailed handbook on the Identification, Placement and Review 
process. The flow chart from this document describing procedures 
and responsibilities is given in Appendix D. 

The Toronto Board of Education, at its meeting on November 
14, 1985, adopted the following recommendation of the School 
Programs Committee, dated November 4, 1985: 

That the Director of Education be asked to 
report to the School Programs Committee, 
early in 1986, with an assessment of the 
level of parental satisfaction or concern 
with the Identification, Placement and Review 
process . 



What follows is a report of this recommended assessment. 
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METHOOS 



Early in 1986, the School Superintendent, Special Education, 
and the Research Associate drafted a questionnaire for 
interviewing pa re n t s/ gua rd i an s by telephone to assess their 

satisfaction or concern with the Identification, Placement and 
Review process. The draft questionnaire was reviewed and 
modified at a meeting of the Special Education Co-ordi nators , 
reviewed by the Assistant Superintendent, Program and Curriculum, 
and finalized during February. A copy Is provided in Appendix E. 

A decision was then made to interview all p a re nt s/ gua rd i a ns 
of children who were considered for Special Education placement 
by Identification, Placement and Review Committees during the 
months of January and February of 1986. The School 
Superintendents Special Education, requested that the decision 
sheets for all such children be collected from the Area I.P.R.C. 
Chairpersons and a V-etter, ov^r the signature of the Assistant 
Superintendent, Program and Curriculum, was sent to the home 
address of all the parents/guardians informing them that they 
would be contacted for a telephone interview. (See Appendix F.) 

A research technician was hired and traini^d and the 
interviewing (conducted mostly in the evenings) began in early 
March. Several parents could not be interviewed in English; 
accordingly, staff of Social Work Services were also trained to 
assist. The numbers of parents who required interviews in other 
languages were as follows: 



Portuguese 
Chi nese 
Greek 
Spanish 
V i et namese 
Italian 
French 
Polish 



14 
11 
6 
5 
2 
1 
1 
1 



Interviewing was completed in early May, 1986. 
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THE SAMPLE 



The sample was made up of parents/guardians of all secondary 
and elementary school pupils involved in the Area Identification, 
Placement and Review Committees held during the months of January 
and February in 1986; it did not include parents/guardians of 
pupils whose existing Special Education placements were reviewed 
during that time. The sample represents approximately 20% of all 
those involved in the process of first-time placement for the 
entire 1985-86 school year. 

The total number of parents in the sample was 225; the total 
number interviewed was 208 or 92.4%. The distribution of the 
sample by admini strati ve area was as follows; 



AREA 


EAST 


36% 


AREA 


WEST 


24% 


AREA 


CENTRAL 


21% 


AREA 


NORTH 


16% 


METRO 


-WIDE 


3% 



The majority of the 208 pupils (77%) were placed in 
elementary Special Education programs and, as Table 1 indicates, 
these programs were most likely to be Learning Disability, 
Reading Clinic and Gifted. Of the remainder, 15% were placed in 
secondary (not Gifted) programs, 7% were deferred and 1% were 
assessed as not exceptional. 

The 208 parents were asked at the end of the interview, "To 
what cultural group do you belong?" All but two parents 
responded. Table 2 shows that many cultural groups were named in 
addition to the 42% who identified themselves as "Canadian". For 
the purposes cf statistical analysis, the sample was then divided 
into six cultural groups. Five groups - Canadian, Portuguese, 
English, West I ndi an/ Af r i can and Chinese - each represented more 
than 5% of the sample. The sixth group included all others, each 
representing less than 5% of the sample. While statistical 
analyses were based on this division into six cultural groups, it 
is important to keep in mind that the division is not completely 
adequate and satisfying as (1) the actual numbers of 
parents/guardians in the Portuguese, English, West I nd i an/ Af r i can 
and Chinese groups are quite small; (2) many cultural groups are 
represented by the sixth, or "other" group, and (3) those who 
identified themselves as Canadian are also probably from many 
cul tural groups . 

Table 3 indicates the cultural backgrounds of the parents 
accord ing to the Special Education placement of their children. 
Using 33% (one-third) as a cut-off point, the five strongest 
trends are: 
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TABLE 1 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN WHICH PUPILS WERE PLACED 



Percentage 

Programs ^"^^Vl 
^ (N = 208) 



Elementary Learning Disability and 

Readi ng Clinic 37% 

Elementary Gifted 26% 

Secondary (not Gifted) l^^l 

Other Elementary: i"^^ 

- Learning Centre 

- Behavioural 

- Speci al Program 

- Hear i ng 

- Physically Handicapped 
Deferred 

Not Exceptional /Not Placed 11 



3 



-5- 
TA6LE 2 

CULTURAL GROUPS TO WHICH PARENTS BELONG 



Cultural Groups 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 208) 



Canadi an 
Portuguese 
Engl i sh 

West Indian/African 
Chi nese 

Other cultural groups 

- American 

- Chilean 

- Dutch 

- Filipino 

- French 

- French Canadian 

- German 

- Greek 

- Hindi 

- Hungarian 

- Irish 

- I tal i an 

- Japanese 



A21 
9% 
8% 
6% 
6X 

29% 



Korean 
Mai aysi an 
Mai tese 
Pol ish 
Russian 
Scott i sh 
SI avi c 

South Amer i can 
Spani sh 
Turki sh 
Ukrai ni an 
Vi etnamese 
Yugosl avi an 



♦ Fewer than 10 parents belong to each group. 
For two parents, information was net provided. 
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TABLE 3 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM BY CULTURAL GROUP 



(N = 208) 



Programs 


Canadian 
(N=88) 


Portuguese 
(N=18) 


English 
(N=16) 


West Indian/ 
Af r 1 can 
(N=13) 


Chi nese 
(N--12) 


Ofner 
Cultural 
Groups 
(N=61). 


Elementary Learning 
Disability/ 
Reading Clinic 


45% 


33% 


251 


39% 


25% 


30% 


Elementary Gifted 


27% 


11% 


25% 


15% 


8% 


36% 


Secondary 
(not Gifted) 


9% 


33% 


19% 




25% 


18% 


Other Elementary 


13% 


17% 


13% 


31% 


17% 


11% 


Deferred 


6% 


5% 


12% 


15% 


17% 


5% 


Not Except i onal / 
Not placed 






6% 




8% 





li 
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(1) 45% of children of Canadian parents were placed in 
elementary Learning Disability and Reading Clinic programs; 

(2) 33% of children of Portuguese parents were placed in 
elementary Learning Disability and Reading Clinic programs; 

(3) 33% of children of Portuguese parents were placed in 
secondary programs (not Gifted); 

(4) 39% of children of West Indian/African parents were placed 
in elementary Learning Disability and Reading Clinic 
programs ; and ^ 

(5) 36% of children of "other" cultural groups were placed in 
elementary Gifted programs. 
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RESULTS 

Attendance at I.P.R.C. Meetings 



One-third (33,7%) of the 208 pa re nt s / g u a rd i an s interviewed 
did not attend the I.P.R.C. meetings held in January and 
February. Their reasons for not being able to do so are given in 
Table 4, For most, it was a case of the time of the meeting 
conflicting with the time they had to be at work. Among the 
remaining reasons, sickness was most frequently reported. One 
Canadian parent whose child had been placed in a Gifted program 
made the following comments about oarents attending I.P.R.C. 
meet i n gs : 

Parents need to be at the I.P.R.C. meetings. 
The process should not take place by relying 
on an exchange of papers. There are many 
variables involved in the assessment, and it 
is much better if parents are there 
personal 1 y . 

A West Indian parent whose child's placement had been deferred 
for consideration at another meeting expressed these concerns: 

I was unable to attend the I.P.R,C. meeting 
because I had to work. i feel that the 
Committee now thinks I don't care about my 
child. They wrote me a letter about the 
results; it would have been nicer to get a 
tel ephone call. 

The percentages of parents/guardians who did not attend 
varied widely by Special Education program. Parents with 
children placed in elementary Learning Disability/Reading Clinic 
programs were least likely to attend, while those with children 
placed in elementary Gifted programs were most likely to attend. 
The percentages of parents who d i d not attend analyzed according 
to program, are as follows: 

Elementary Learning Disability/Reading Clinic (N=76) 45% 
Other elementary (N=29) 38% 
Deferred (N=15) 33% 
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 26% 
Elementary Gifted (N=55) 20% 

The percentages of parents/guardians who di d not attend 
varied even more widely by cultural group. English parents were 
most likely to attend while West Indian/African parents were 
least likely. The statistics are: 



West Indian/African (N=13) 


77% 


Chinese (N=12) 


50% 


Other cultural groups (N=61) 


39% 


Portuguese (N=18) 


3 3% 


Canadian (N=88) 


26% 


English (N=16) 


6% 




(The reader should keep in mind while considering these 
percentages that some groups are very small.) 
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TABLE 4 

REASONS PARENTS DID NOT ATTEND THE I.P.R.C. MEETIN(3 



R^oiso n s 


Percent-.age 
of Parents 
(N = 70) 


n 30 to wo \ K 


63% 


ol CNHCbb / ill iiuapi tdi 


23% 


IvO DaOy blutcr 


7% 


L/iQ nOu KnOw aDOUu/iCiiicwiuci niccuMiy 


7% 


r 0 0 r 1 1 me 


3% 


Language problems 


3% 


Felt uncomfortable 


1% 


Business reasons 


1% 


Principal said it was not necessarv 


1% 


Many reasons 


1% 



♦ This column adds up to over 100%, since a few parents 
gave more than one reason. 
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Feelings at the I,P,R,C, Meetings 



The 138 parents/guardians who attended were asked "How did 
you feel at the I.P.R.C. meeting?" Responses were then divided 
into (for lack of better terminology) "positive feelings" and 
"negative feelings" as shown in Table 5. 

Positive feelings were much more the norm than negative 
ones. Of the total 250 feelings expressed, 84% were positive, 
with the largest proportion of parents reporting they felt 
"comfortable" and/or "relaxed". One Portuguese parent whose 
child was placed in a secondary Resource Room told the 
i ntervi ewer : 



I felt good about how everything was 
organi zed and done . 

A Japanese parent whose child was placed in a Gifted program 
expressed these positive feelings: 

I felt just great! I didn't know the Toronto 
Board met with parents to discuss their 
ch i 1 dren . 

And, a Canadian parent whose child was placed in a Learning 
Disability program said: 

I felt excellent and comfortable. The group 
from the school was a large, supportive one. 

However, a French-speaking Vietnamese parent whose child h 
been placed in a Gifted program said: 

I felt rushed, confused and left-out. A lot 
of time was spent with the Anglophone 
parents, but I was called in for only a 
minute. I felt "outside" the I.P.R.C. 
meeting and school process. 

A Canadian parent whose child had also been placed in a 
Gifted program made these suggestions for improving the meeting 

The meeting could be made less intimidating 
by holding it in a smaller room with a round 
table. There could be less formality in the 
organization of the meeting, and things could 
be explained in "down-to-earth" terms. 

More than one parent made the interesting observation that 
if they had not been involved with education and the Toronto 
Board of Education, they would have found the meeting 
intimidating and confusing. 
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TABLE 5 

PARENTS' FEELINGS AT THE l.P.R.C. MEETINGS 



Feel i ngs 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 138) ^ 



Pos i ti ve Feel i ngs 

Comf ortabl e 
Rel axed 

Familiar with l.P.R.C. process/previous experience 

Fi ne/good/f ai r/okay 

Respected 

Not rushed 

I nvo 1 ved 

Knew peopl e at meet i ng 

Wei come/warm 

Not intimidated 

Not ignored 

Conf i dent 

Posi ti ve 

Not upset 

Fr i endl y / Every 0 ne knew child 
Excel 1 ent 

Group from school very supportive 
Glad that TBE meets with parents 
Low key/reduced nervousness 
Easy to participate 

Impressed with way they talked about child 

Neqat i ve Feel i ngs 

Rushed 

I nt i mi dated 

Upset 

Nervous 

Ignored 

Not comfortable 

Tense 

Confused 

Felt like a token parent 
Bel i ttl ed 

Was fighting a losing battle 
Was being humoured 
Committee was condescending 
Upset at first by number of people 
An "experience" 



78% 
33% 
9% 
7% 
4% 
3% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
,% 
,X 
,% 
,% 
,% 
,% 
,% 
.% 



4% 
3% 
3% 
3% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 



( Co nt i nued ) 
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TABLE 5 (Continued) 
PARENTS' FEELINGS AT THE I.P.K.C. MEETINGS 



Feel i ngs 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 138) ^ 



Negative Feelings (Continued ) 

Suspensef u 1 
Apprehensi ve 

Not sure what it was about 

Left out; more time given to other parents 

Didn't know what to expect 

Cut off 

Worr i ed 



.% 



This column adds up to over 100%, 
expressed more than one feeling. 



si nee many parents 
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Many parents/guardians expressed more than one feeling; the 
average number of positive feelings per parent was 1.61 and the 
average number of negative feelings was 0.29. When the average 
number of positive and negative responses are calculated by 
Special Education program, the data indicate that differences 
exist. It seems that parents of children whose placements were 
deferred or whose children were placed in secondary (not Gifted) 
programs felt least pasitive, while parents of children placed in 
"other" elementary programs and elementary Gifted programs felt 
most positive. The averages are as follows: 



Other elementary programs (N=18) 
Elementary Gifted (N=44) 
Elementary Learning Disability/ 

Reading Clinic (N=42) 
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=23) 
Deferred (N-10) 



Average 


Average 


Positive 


Negative 


Feel i ngs 


Feel i ngs 


1 .67 


0.17 


1.61 


0.30 


1 .60 


0.29 


1 .48 


0.39 


1.10 


0 .40 



There are wider differences when the averages are calculated 
by cultural group. As the following data show, English parents 
expressed more positive feelings and fewer negative feelings 
about the I.P.RaC. meetings than did the other groups. 



Average 
Positive 
Feel i ngs 



Average 

Negative 
Feel i ngs 



Engl ish (N=15) 
Other cultural groups 
Canadian ( N = 65 ) 
Portuguese (N=12) 



(N=37) 



2.07 
1 .51 
1 .49 
1 .33 



0.07 
0 .24 
0 .40 
0.17 



(So few Chinese and West Indian/African parents attended the 
meetings that data for them have not been included.) 



Discussions at the I.P.R.C. Meetings 



Those who attended were asked, "How would you describe the 
discussion at the I.P.R.C. meeting?" Table 6 provides the 505 
responses divided into positive and negative descriptions. These 
138 parents/guardians obviously have few complaints about the 
I.P.R.C. discussions, as 87% of the opinions can be classified as 
positive. The descriptors most frequently used were "open", 
"clear-cut", "professional", "impressive", "informative" and 
"interactive". For example, one Canadian parent whose child's 
placement was deferred said: 

The discussion was very professional. They 
gave me all the time I wanted, and they had 
all done their homework. My child's case was 
well put forward. It was a fair discussion. 

ERIC 18 
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TABLE 6 

PARENTS' DESCRIPTIONS OF THE DISCUSSIONS 
AT THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS 



Descri pti ons 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 138) ^ 



Positive Descriptions 
Open 

CI ear-cut 

Prof ess i onal /Impressi ve 

Informative/Questions well answered/Lots of 

feedback/Learned a lot 
I nteracti ve 
Sati sf yi ng 

Strai ghtf orward/ Organ i zed /Wei 1 prepared 
Not tense 
Frank/Bri ef 
Qui ck 

Hel pful /Useful attitudes 
Fai r /Gkay 

Appro pri ate/Real i sti c 

Supportive /Interested 

Personal /Empathetic/Caring 

Not conf usi ng 

All very understanding 

Knew a lot about child already 

Not too academic/Not technical 

Obj ect i ve 

Teacher explained child's work 
Flexible 

Committee included child 

Knew placement had to take place 

Negative Descriptions 

Confusing/Not cl ear-cut / Di d not understand 
Not much di scussi on/One-way /Cut-of f / Commi t tee 

di d not 1 i sten to parent 
Felt as if committee had made up minds before 

meeting/Didn't matter if parent present 
Annoyed that committee members spoke with such 

authority and did not know child 
Professional conversation that excluded parent/ 

Techni cal /Jargon 



70% 
58% 
57% 

41% 
34% 
9% 
5% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
3% 
3% 
3% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
1% 
1% 
1% 



9% 
9% 
5% 
4% 
4% 



(Conti nued) 
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TABLE 6 (Continued) 

PARENTS' DESCRIPTIONS OF THE DISCUSSIONS 
AT THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS 



Percentage 

Descriptions ^^TfS^^ 

(N = 138) ^ 



3i 



Negative Descriptions (Continued ) 

Not informative/Wondered if non-verbal communication 
going on 

Casual conversti on/Very Informal 

Too many people/A lot of people 2% 

Got off topic 2% 

The teacher's assessment carried too much weight 2% 

No interpreter 2% 

Child was not tested by board/Inadequate testing 2% 

Focussed on child's behaviour too much 2% 

Poor }J 

Tense |* 

Di dn ' t consi der chi 1 d 1 * 

Insensitive committee; laughed at parent's comment 1% 

Nothi ng resol ved 1* 

Members varied in opinion 1* 

Didn't discuss where the program takes place 1% 

Not sure 2% 

♦ This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents 
gave more than one description. 
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Another Canadian parent whose child was placed in a Gifted 
program described the discussion as follows: 



The discussion was very easy going, 
comfortable and informal. They went over my 
child's background. They weren't pushy. I 
liked the attitudes of the people present. 

However, a few complaints did surface. For example, some 
parents expressed uncertainty about what Special Education 
programs are all about and consequently ^elt the discussions 
could have been more informative. In the words of one Canadian 
parent whose child was placed in a Learning Centre: 

There should have been more discussion about 
what a Learning Centre is and what the 
Special Education programs offer. I am not 
quite sure what it is all about. I would 
like to sit in on the class to determine if I 
am real ly sati sf ied . 

Other parents spoke of "one-way", "technica]" discussions 
that excluded them. The following are comments from two parents, 
one Canadian and one West Indian, whose children were both placed 
in full-time Learning Disability programs: 

The professional people talked "jargon". If 

the teacher, principal and social worker had 

not been there, I would have been intimidated 

and not known what was going on. 



They we re saying weird things abo^jt 
Psychological things were going on. 
didn't include me; I was just there, 
didn't ask how the child is at home 
to talk to someone later to get out 
frustration about the meeting. 



my child, 
It 
Thev 
I had 

my 



The 
negat i ve 
negat i ve 
program 



parents averaged 3.18 positive responses and 0.46 
responses each. When the average number of positive and 
responses are analyzed according to Special Education 
and cultural group, the widest differences appear among 



the cultural groups. English parents averaged the most positive 
descriptions while Portuguese parents averaged the least. 
English parents also averaged the least negative descriptions. 
The calculations are as follows: 



Engl ish (N=15) 
Canadian (N=65) 
Other cultural groups 
Portuguese (N=12) 



N = 37 



Average 

Positive 

Descriptions 

4.20 

3.58 
3.11 

1.08 



Average 

Negative 
Descriptions 

0.27 
0.58 
0.27 
0.42 



(So few Chinese and West I nd i a n/ A f r i ca n parents attended the 
meetings that data for them have not been included.) 
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The calculations by Special Education program are given 
below and indicate that parents of children placed in secondary 
(not Gifted) and "other" elementary programs are most positive, 
while those with children whose placements were deferred were 
considerably less positive about the I.P.R.C, discussions. 



Secondary (not Gifted) (N=23) 
Other elementary programs (N=18) 
Elementary Learning Disability/ 

Readi ng CI i nic f N = 42; 
Elementary Gifted (N=44' 
Deferred (N=10) 



Average 

Positive 

Descriptions 

3.43 
3.33 

3.29 
3.14 
2.40 



Ave rage 

Negative 

Descriptions 

0.35 
0 .39 

0.57 
0.50 
0.30 



Results of I,P.R.C. Meetings 



All parents/guardians (N=208) were asked, "How do you feel 
about the results of the I.P.R.C. meeting?" A total of 344 
feelings were expressed, as shown in Table 7, the majority (72%) 
of which were positive. The lists of positive and negative 
feelings about the results are both varied and lengthy. The two 
most frequently expressed positive feelings were "satisfied" and 
"happy". Here are the words of one Polish and one Canadian 
parent, both of whom had children placed in full-time Learning 
Di sabi 1 i ty classes: 

I agree with the results. I have had four 
children in Special Education programs, and 
they have all benefitted. I am very 
satisfied and have no complaints. 

I am extremely relieved that my son was 
accepted into the program and that such 
programs exist. I am very satisfied with the 
results. I am very impressed with the way 
everything was handled. Please convey my 
gratitude to the Special Education 
Department . 

Sometimes pa re n t s / g ua rd i a n s did not know what the results of 
the meeting were or did not understand them. For example, a 
Chinese parent whose child was placed in a Gifted program had 
this to say: 

I received a letter after the I.P.R.C. 
meeting, but I did not understand what it was 
about. I still have no idea what the result 
of the UP.R.C. meeting was. 
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TABLE 7 



PARENTS' FEELINGS ABOUT THE RESULTS 
OF THE I. P. R. C. MEETINGS 



Feel 1 ngs 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 208) ^ 



Posi ti ve Feel i ngs 
Satisfied 

Happy/Happy child in program 
PI eased 

Got what was wanted/expected/hoped for 
Did what they could for child 
Rel 1 eved 

Agree with results 

Impressed 

Posi t i ve 

Pleased that school is so involved with child 
Okay 

Pleased that committee willing to listen to parent 
Child qualifies for program 
Exci ted 
Proud 

No reservations about results 
Real isti c 

Taxpayers' dollars being spent wisely 

Enl i ghten i ng 

Victorious 

References made to child were positive and mature 
Glad to know where child is being bussed 
Glad child was placed immediately 
Pleased to get updates on child's work 
Satisfied if child can learn in program 
Construct i ve 

Satisfied if child can leave program later 

Satisfied; child is in program on a trial basis 

Pleased to find out it was a gifted program 

Satisfied even though deferred 

Case was well put forward 

Hope child will do more on computer now 

Decision was warranted 

Was in gifted program in another region; pleased 
to be in agai n 



Neqat i ve Feel i ngs 

Concerned about waiting to get child in program 
Concerned about travelling to another school 
Has not seen any results/no idea 
Not satisfied 
Concerned 

( Cont i nued ) 



61% 
27% 
7% 
4% 
3% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
.% 
% 
.% 
.% 
.% 
.% 
.% 
.% 
.% 
.% 
,x 
,% 
.% 



1% 



8% 
4% 
4% 
3% 
3% 
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TABLE 7 ( Conti nued) 



PARENTS' FEELINGS ABOUT THE RESULTS 
OF THE I. P. R. C. MEETINGS 



Feel i ngs 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 208) ^ 



Negative Feelings (Continued) 

Angry 
Confused 
Di sappo i nted 
Not happy 

Waiting for next I.P.R.C. meeting 

Child deferred; mixed feelings 

Psychologist's report carried a lot of w<»ight 

Program will 1 abel chi 1 d 

Results are false, harmful and dangerous 

No other choice 

Preferred full-time to half-time program 
Racially discriminated against 
Committee knows more than parent 
Would rather have child interact more 

wi th other chi 1 dren 
Questions the methods 
A lot of irresponsibility involved 
Psychologist's report contains false information 
Parent was falsely quoted 
Chi 1 d di si i kes program 
Meeting was just a formality 
Wants to know more about program 
Decision should have been less drastic 
Child should not be in behavioural program 
Child lost form; has not been back to class 
Grade 2 child is being given Kindergarten books 
Child is not ready for program 
Not a positive experience 

Not keen on how it was handled; ready to say "forget it 
Committee did not know child 
Should have been more testing 
Wrong program; child needs help with speech 
What happens now? Is placement dependent on 

mo ney or ch i 1 d 
Need more follow 

Did not consider child's hypersensitivity to 

environment/chemical dust 
Committee said that chemicals are not their mandate; 

mi spl aced chi 1 d 
No response to three letters to appeal decision 
What type of class will child be in? 



's progress' 
■up 



2% 
2% 
2X 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
21 
2X 
IX 
IX 

IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
1% 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 
IX 

IX 
IX 

IX 

iX 

1% 

1% 



This column adds up to over 100%, 
expressed more than one feeling. 



si nee many parents 
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A West Indian parent whose child was placed in a Learning Centre 
seemed very uninformed: 

I did not know anything about the meeting, I 
haven't seen anything. I don't know the 
results of the meeting or anything about the 
process . 

And, a Ukrainian parent whose child was placed in a Gifted 
program wondered about the process that led to the results: 

I don't know what is happening. It seems 
that children are getting into the program as 
a result of parental pressures. Not all 
children should be in these special classes. 

At the top of the list of negative feelings about the 
results were "concern about waiting to get a child into a 
program" and "concern about travelling to another school". 

The parents/guardians averaged 1.19 positive and 0.47 
negative feelings about the results each. When these averages 
are recalculated by Special Education program and cultural group, 
the widest differences are seen to be associated with program. 
Parents with children placed in elementary Gifted programs are 
most positive about the results, while those with children who 
were placed in "other" elementary programs or were deferred are 
least positive. The figures are: 



Elementary Gifted (N=55) 
Elementary Learning Disability/ 

Reading CI inic (N=75) 
Secondary (not Gifted) (N'31) 
Other elementary programs (N=29) 
Deferred (N=15) 



Average 


Average 


Positive 


Negative 


Feel i n g s 


Feel i ngs 


1 .36 


0.27 


1 .29 


0.43 


1.13 


0.29 


1 .00 


0.75 


0.53 


1 .20 



By cultural group. West I nd i a n/ Af r i ca n parents expressed the 
highest average of negative feelings about the results of the 
I.P.R.C. meetings, while English parents and parents of "other" 
cultural groups expressed the highest average of positive 
feelings. The averages are: 





Average 


Average 




Positive 


Negati ve 




Feel i ngs 


Feel i ngs 


other cultural groups (N=61) 


1 .34 


0 .36 


English (N=16) 


1 .31 


0.25 


Canadian (N=88) 


1.19 


0.62 


West Indian/African (N=13) 


1 .00 


0.77 


Portuguese (N=18) 


0.88 


0.33 


Chinese (N=12) 


0.75 


0.33 
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Preparation Before the I,P.R,C. Meetings 



The question, "How were you prepared before the I«P,R.C. 
rneeting?" resulted in 586 responses, 80% of which could be 
considered positive. (See Table 8o) Many said they were "fully 
informed", "understood the purpose of the meeting", "were 
involved with information-sharing", "were fully consulted", 
and/or "were involved with decision-making''. The remaining 20% 
of the responses that were negative were quite varied, but 
feelings of "not being fully informed", "not being involved in 
decision-making", "being inadequately prepared", and "having to 
prepare self" were most frequently mentioned. 

The following are examples of the positive responses: 

Greek parent whose child was placed in a Learning Disability 
class: 

I was fully informed and understood the 
purpose of the meeting. The Social Worker 
explained the purpose and process. 

English parent whose child was placed in a secondary Resource 
Room : 

I was fully informed, consulted and involved. 
The psychoeducat i onal consultant visited me 
and explained everything. 

Canadian parent whose child was placed in a Reading Clinic: 

I was well prepared before the meeting. I am 
still in touch and get continuous updates. I 
think they are doing a fine job in the best 
interests of my child. 

The following are examples of the negative responses: 

Spanish parent whose child's placement was deferred: 

We feel the preparation was inadequate. If 
we had fully understood the importance of the 
meeting, one of us would have made every 
possible effort to attend. 

A parent with a child placed in a Gifted program: 

We did not receive any information before the 
meeting. We had to pursue it ourselves. We 
want written feedback on the goals and what 
is happening in the program. We don't want 
to get all our information from our child. 

A Canadian parent with a child placed in a secondary Resource 
Room program: 
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TABLE 8 

HOW WELL PARENTS WERE PREPARED BEFORE 
THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS 



Percentage 

How Prepared P^jl^^y^ 



Positive Responses 

Ful 1 y 1 nf ormed 51% 

Understood purpose of meeting ^5% 

Involved in information-sharing 43% 

Ful 1 y consul ted 33% 

Involved 1n decision-making 32% 

Spoke to teachers/consultant/principal/social worker 6% 

Second meeting; knew what to expect 6% 

Adequate information/Briefed before meeting 2% 

Understood when meeting was being held 2% 
Not confused 

Not intimidated 2% 

Child has previously been in Special Education 2% 

Has continuous update 1* 

Meeting was more comprehensive than expected 1% 

Already involved with school 1* 

Negative Responses 

Not ful 1 y i nf ormed 13% 

Not involved in decision-making 7% 

Inadequate preparation 7% 
Had to take the initiative/push for information/ 
prepare self 

Not ful 1 y consul ted 4% 

Not involved with information-sharing 3% 

Confused 3% 

Gave short notice for meet i ng/ i nf ormal notice 3% 

Did not know what to expect 2% 

Did not understand pur pose/ process of meeting 2% 

Did not know about the meeting 2% 

Had outside assessment done 1% 
Did not know who was going to be at the meeting/ 

who to take 1* 

Wanted child in last year 1% 

Nervous before meeting 1% 



(Conti nued) 
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TABLE 8 (Continued) 

HOW WELL PARENTS WERE PREPARED BEFORE 
THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS 



Percentage 

How Prepared of Parents 

(N = 208) ^ 



Negative Responses (Continued ) 

I nconveni enced • 5% 

Annoyed about delayed process .5% 

Term of Special Education unclear -5% 

Others uncaring .5% 

Surprised child was being considered for program .5X 

Information was lost when child was taking it home ,5% 

Didn't understand I.P.R.C. letter .5% 

Did not receive information in own language .5% 

Got help from a friend in Special Education .5% 

Could have become more involved 1* 

Not sure/No response 2% 



♦ This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents 
gave more than one response. 
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I was inexperienced and not well prepared 
There should be a prepping before the meeting 
so parents know how to handle it if the child 
is not accepted to the program and so they 
know what to do if the child is accepted. 

A Canadian parent with a child placed in a Gifted program: 

It seemed to be a mystery for a long time. I 
was basically uninformed. 

An Italian parent with a child placed in a Gifted program: 

It is important that the principal sit down 
with the parent before the meeting and 
discuss the teacher's report. It is also 
important to make it clear to the parent that 
the Committee determines the exceptionality 
and the outcome . 



The parents/guardians gave an average of 2.24 positive 
responses and 0.58 negative responses to this question. The 

averages by cultural group vary considerably. English parents 

averaged 3.13 positive responses while Portuguese parents 

averaged 0.83. West I nd i an/ Af ri can parents averaged 0.69 

negative responses while English parents averaged 0*38. The 

range of averages by cultural group are as follows: 



Engl ish (N=16) 

Canadian (N=88) 

West Indian/African (N=13) 

Other cultural groups (N=61) 

Chinese ( N=12) 

Portuguese (N=18) 



Average 

Positive 

Responses 

3.13 
2 .68 

2cl5 
2„11 
0.92 
0.83 



Average 

Negative 

Responses 

U .38 
0.66 
0.69 
0.54 
0 .58 
0.61 



The differences in averages by Special Education program are 
much less dramatic, as shown below, with parents of children 
placed in elementary Learning D i s ab i 1 i ty /Read i ng Clinic programs 
providing the highest average of positive responses and the 
lowest average of negative responses. 



Average Average 

Positive Negative 

Responses Responses 

Elementary Learning Disability/ 

Reading Clinic (N=76) 2.72 U.49 

Other elementary programs (N=24) 2.14 0.66 

Elementary Gifted (N=b5) 2-07 U.69 

Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 1.90 U.68 

Deferred (N=15) 2*} 1-60 U.53 
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The Locaticn of the I.P.R.C, Meetings 



Table 9 shows the opinions of the parents about the location 
of the I.P.R.C. meetings. Few complaints surfaced. Several 
mentioned that it is good and non-threatening to have the 
meetings in the local school. 



Parents were asked, "Have you received written information 
in a language you can read?" Most (82%) said "Yes". Those who 
said "No" were (in order of highest to lowest frequency): 
Chinese, French, Portuguese, Greek and Italian. 



Most (91%) of the parents said they understood the papers 
they had signed. Those who did not were (in order of frequency): 
Chinese, Canadian, French, Portuguese, Italian and West Indian. 



Nearly every parent (94%) knew they could have an 
interpreter at the KP.R.C. meeting. Those who did not were (in 
order of frequency): Chinese, Portuguese, English, French and 
Vietnamese. 



This booklet is shown in Appendix A. When parents were 
asked if they had received it in a language they could read, bO% 
said "No", and 4% said they could not remember. In most cases, 
it was simply a matter of not receiving the booklet at all; 
receiving it in an inappropriate language was not so often the 
case. By cultural group, percentages of parents who did not 
receive the booklet were: 



Language of Written Information 



Papers That Were Signed 



Interpreters at the Meetings 



The Booklet Called "Special Education Guide 
for Parents and Guardians" 



Percentage 



West Indian/African (N=13) 
Chinese (N=12) 
Portuguese (N=18) 
Engl i sh (N=16) 

Other cultural groups (N=61) 
Canadian (N=88) 



92% 
83% 
67% 
56% 
49% 
47% 
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TABLE 9 

PARENTS' OPINIONS ABOUT THE LOCATION 
OF THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS 



Opi ni ons 



Posi ti ve Opj ni ons 



Okay 

Conveni ent 

In the school (good, not threatening) 
Excel lent 

Neqati ve Opi ni ons 

Too far away 
Hard to find 
Inconveni ent 

Don't Know/No Response/Not Applicable 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 208) ^ 



61% 
21% 
13% 
4% 



4% 
2% 
2% 

10% 



* This column adds up to over 100%, since some parents 
gave more than one opinion. 
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By Special Education program, percentages of parents who did not 
rece i ve the booklet were: 

Percentage 



Other elementary programs (N=29) 79% 

Deferred (N=15) 73% 

Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 65% 
Elementary Learning Disability/ 

Reading Cl inic (N=76) 54% 

Elementary Gifted (N=55) 31% 



A Canadian parent with a child placed in a secondary 
Resource Room program made these remarks about the booklet: 

When I finally got the booklet, I then 
understood what everything was about and what 
was happening. I found it very frustrating 
at first. Now it is okay, and I am 
satisfied. 



Assistance at the I.P.R . C. Meetings 



To the question, "Did you know yotj could bring anyone of 
your choice to the I.P.R.C. meeting to assist you?", 56% of the 
parents said "No". 

By cultural group, the percentages who said "No" are: 



Percentage 



Chinese (N=12) 75% 

West Indian/African (N=13) 69% 

English (N=16) 69% 

Canadian (N=88) 59% 

Other cultural groups (N=61) 48% 

Portuguese (N=18) 39% 



By Special Education program, zhe percentages who said "No" are: 



Percentage 



Deferred (N=15) 87% 

Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) Gl% 

Other elementary programs (N=29) 59% 

Elementary Gifted (N=55) 56% 
Elementary Learning Disability/ 

Reading Cl inic (N=76) 47% 
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Two Canadian parents, both with a child placed in secondary 
Resource Room programs and both aware they could have someone 
assist them, felt confused about what to do about it: 

They told me I could bring a professional to 
assist me. It made me feel as if I had to go 
out and find one . 

With respect to bringing someone to the 
meeting; I didn*t know who to bring. 

Legal Ri ghts 

Several parents (29%) said they did not know that they have 
a legal right to appeal decisions made at the I.P.R.C, meetings. 
The percentages who di d not know vary by cultural group and 
Special Education program as follows: 





Percentage 


Portuguese (N=18) 


56% 


Chinese (N=12) 


50% 


English (N=16) 


31% 


Canadian (N=88) 


25% 


Other cultural groups (N=61) 


25% 


West Indian/African (N=13) 


23% 




Pe rcentage 


Deferred (N=16) 


40% 


Elementary Gifted (N=55) 


33% 


Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 


32% 


Other elementary programs (N=29) 


31% 


Elementary Learning Disability/ 




Reading Clinic ( N=76 ) 


22% 



Add i t i on a 1 Comment s 

Finally, at the end of the interview, pa ren t s/ gua rd i an s were 
asked to make any additional points they felt had not been 
covered. These are listed in Table 10 under the headings 
"positive", "negative" and "neutral". Of the total 280 comments, 
59% were negative, 33% positive and 8% neutral. 

By Special Education program, parents with children placed 
in elementary Gifted programs provided the highest average of 
both positive and negative comments. The data are: 
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Elementary Gifted (N=55) 
Elementary Learning Disability/ 

Reading Clinic (N=76) 
Other elementary programs (N=29) 
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 
Deferred (N=15) 



Average 


Average 


Positive 


Negative 


Comments 


C omme n t s 


0.53 


1.07 


0.45 


C.67 


0.45 


0.52 


0.45 


0 .84 


0.27 


0.80 



The following are some 
(Vietnamese, Greek, Italian 
in Gifted programs: 



of the points 
and Canadian) 



made by four parents 
who had children placed 



I am very interested in doing what is best 
for my son. How ever, I feel frustrated 
because I do not understand what I should do, 
or what I cou 1 d do . 

My child is in Grade six, but they used 
records collected when he was in Grade one 
and couldn't speak English. It is upsetting. 
Why is psychological testing done for Gifted 
programs? Perhaps the testing should be 
called something else. 

The notices about the meetings should come 
out sooner. Also, the professionals at the 
meeting should be more sensitive to what the 
parents have to say. 

I felt free to speak, but they used a lot of 
big words I didn*t understand. Also, the 
school where the Gifted program is located is 
far away; it is okay if child is bussed, but 
not okay if TTC must be used. 

By cultural group, English and Canadian parents expressed 
the highest average of both positive and negative comments while 
Chinese and Portuguese parents expressed the lowest average of 
both * 





Average 


Average 




Positive 


Negative 




Comments 


C ommen t s 


Canadian (N=88) 


0.61 


1 .08 


English (N=16) 


0.63 


0 .88 


West Indian/African (N=13) 


0 .23 


0.69 


Other cultural aroups (N=6i) 


0.43 


0.66 


Chinese (N=12) 


U .00 


0.2 5 


Portuguese (N=18) 


O.Ob 


0.22 
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TABLE 10 
PARENTS' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 



Comments 



Positive Comments 

Satisfied/Handled wel 1 /PI eased/Qood job 
Program is good/Happy with progran? 
TB£ has good system/Special Education programs/ 
teachers 

Pleased that this evaluation is being done 
Felt comfortable with process 
It was a pos1 t i ve/ i mpressi ve experience 
Committee members were considerate/knew what they 

were talking about /answered parent 
Appreciates proyram/Parent grateful to 

Special Education Department 
The second I.P.R.C. meeting was better than the first 
Supports I.P.R.C. 100% 
Satisfied with quick placement of child 
61ad that parents can make recommendations for child 
I.P.R.C. is a well balanced group 
Prof essi onal 1 y done 

People Involved with the gifted program are committed 
Good cont i nui ty 

Pleased that principal talked to them 
Feel free to speak 

Child is adjusting well to new school 
Has good rapport with teachers 

Necfati ve Comments 

It takes a (ong time to get a child in a program 
Concerned about child going to a di f f erent /more 

distant school 
Principals should provide parents with more 

information before I.P.R.C. meeting 
It could be (for others) a very intimidating meeting 
Need more information about program before meeting 
There should be more commu ni ca.t i o n with parent 
Did not know what was going ovi 

There should be more time for discussion at meeting 
Need more information on what child will be doing 

in Special Education program 
Reports should be modernized and put in layman's terms 



(Cont i nued ) 
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TABLE 10 (Conti nued) 
PARENTS* ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 



Percentage 

Comments of Parents 

(N = 208) ^ 



Negative Comments (Continued) 

Concerned that behaviourcl class is not under control/ 

too crowded 2S 

Dissatisfied/Not happy 2% 

Numbers justify more Special Education classes 2% 

Felt bewi ^ dered/ not respected/ not treated fairly 2% 

Exceptionality should be more clearly explained 1% 

Felt rushed 1^ 

Child does not like program It 
Teachers should be able to nominate more children 

for the programs 15^ 

Doesn't know anything abojt results/process 1% 

Should inform parents by phone, not letter 1% 
Did not get a clear explanation of why child was 

placed in program 1* 

A bad assessment was made 1* 

Should be less formal/less intimidating 1% 
Children are in the program who should not 

be there/Some get in too easily IT^ 

Should be more f ri endl y /comf ortabl e 1% 

Children should start doing tests at an earlier age 1% 

Withdrawal programs are barely adequate 1% 
It is difficult to determine what is most 

suitable for the child IS 

TBE personnel should encourage child more .5% 
Warning given to child about this program was upsetting .5% 

At first, it was frustrating .5% 

Committee talks above parents* heads .5% 
Didn't have the nerve to complain at the first meeting and 

didn't attend the second, because felt uncomfortable .5% 
Should be more emphasis on individual testing and less 

on teacher's report .5% 
Committee has the attitude that parent does not care if 

unable to attend meeting .5% 

D^es not understand what decisions are based on .5% 
Committee members should be more Impartial 

(e.g. principal from another school) .5% 

Special Education programs should be advertised more .5X 
Committee looked at parent's last name and thought 

she was an immigrant .5% 

Very angry . 5S 

Child has a learning problem, not a disability .5% 

Too many people at the meeting .5% 

Had to remind people of the purpose of tne meeting .5% 

(Conti nued) 
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TABLE 10 (Continued) 
PARENTS' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 



Percentage 

Co^ents of Par.„t._ 



Negative Comments (Continued) 

Felt insulted that social worker and psychologist 

were there for Gifted program .5% 
Concerned with what they call psychological 

testing for Gifted program -5% 
Used records and data gathered when child 

could not speak English • 
Has been through I.P.R.C. process once before, would 

have found It difficult to understand otherwise .5% 
Gifted program does not need I.P.R.C. process .5% 
Process is just rubber stamping -5% 
A waste of ti me • 5% 

Such an elaborate process not needed • b> 

Very superficial - they did not know child .5% 
Gifted should not have to be tested to determine 

success/failure .5% 
Committee should have been aware that child was bilingual .5% 
Special Education programs are underfunded .5% 
For Gifted programs, it is difficult to determine 

what is suitable for child .5% 
Not all children fit into the Gifted program 

chart; it is not valid -5% 
The committee is picking the wrong children for 

the program • 5% 

The testing took a long time .5% 
Testing should be done more than once to take 

child's moods into account .5% 
Difficult to get a clear picture cf child's difficulty .5% 
Does not want child in Special Education full time; 

should mix with other children .5% 
Focussed on child's shyness, not giftedness .5% 
Had assessment done outside, otherwise would still 

be wai ting • 5% 

Frustrated because of language problems .5% 
Was not necessary to test again as child was in 

program at previous school -5% 
Committee used a lot of large words -5% 
Child has no soci o-emot i o nal problems; makes 

friends easi 1 y -5% 
Child cannot tolerate environment of school; 

program placement not appropriate .5% 
Whose mandate is it to take care of environmental 

issues? I.P.R.C. says it is not their mandate 
Needs of children hypersensitive to the environment 

are not bei ng met • 5% 

( Co nt 1 nued ) 
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TABLE 10 (Conti nued) 
PARENTS' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 



Comments 



Percentage 
of Parents 
(N = 208) ^ 



Neutral Comments 



Waiting for child to get into program 
Curious about the follow-up in 90 days 
Would like to observe a class 
Committee should not make decisions if parents 

are not In attendance 
TBE is very different from previous board 
Problem relates to transferring from one school 

to another 

Last year, the teacher recommended the child; this 

year, the teacher didn't 
Parental pressure can get a child into 
Parents should get together and have a 
Should be aware of outside sources 
Child wants to get into program - will 
It is the parents* duty to be part of 

i nf ormati on-shari ng 
Child made the decision about going into the program 
Child lost confidence in the previous school because 

they didn't understand the problem 
Wants to see children fit Into the system, not 

fall between the cracks 
Wants feedback 

Evening meetings would be better 
No additional comments 



a program 
f o1 1 ow-up 

try again 



1% 

. 5% 

. 5% 
. 5% 

29% 



♦ This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents 
gave more than one comment. 
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Here is a sample of final comments made by six Canadian 
parents, one Scottish parent and one West Indian parent whose 
children were placed in Learning Centres, Reading Clinics and 
Learning Disability programs and who had deferred placements: 

I was very pleased with the meeting and with 
the- school my child is attending. I have 
spoken to the teachers and principals on 
numerous occasions, and they have given me a 
lot of information. I felt involved; they 
asked me if I agreed with the decisions. 

It is a long drawn out process. If I had not 
had an outside assessment done, I would still 
be waiting. 

I have a good rapport with the teachers, but 
it is still difficult to get a clear picture 
of the child's difficulty and the cause of 
it. 

Under Bill 82, each child*s needs are to be 
taken into consideration and met. It was 
stated a number of times that it was not the 
mandate of the I.P.R.C. to consider 
environmental hypersensitivity and its effect 
on learning. The children's needs are not 
being met under the present system. 

We are pleased with the placement, but it 
took a long time to do the testing. It 
started over a year ago. 

The first I.P.R.C. meeting was held at an 
inconvenient time in June and then the case 
was deferred. We lost a whole year. 
Howeve r , we are now getting good attention, 
and we are satisfied with the good school. 

Testing should be done more thoroughly, as 
they don't know the children. 

I felt my child had a problem in Grade one, 
but the teacher said it would resolve itself. 
Now the child is in Grade five and placed in 
a Learning Disability program. 

The lists of positive and negative comments in Table 10 are 
long, with no one comment expressed by a large proportion of 
parents. The two most frequently expressed concerns are that it 
takes a long time to get children into programs and that children 
will be going to different schools. There is also a desire for 
more information, particularly before the I.P.R.C. meeting, from 
principals. 
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 



The purpose of this study was to assess the level of 
parental satisfaction or concern with the Identification, 
Placement and Review process as developed and implemented by the 
Special Education Department of the Toronto Board of Educatiori. 

An attempt was made to interview by telephone all 
parents/guardians who participated in the process (excluding 
reviews) during January and February of 1986. Interviews were 
successfully completed with 208, or 92% of these parents. 

These 208 parents reported belonging to a wide range of 
cultural groups. In addition to the 42% who identified 
themselves as Canadian, another 30 cultural backgrounds were 
named. For the purposes of data analysis, the sample was divided 
into six cultural groups: Canadian (42%), Portuguese (9%), 
English (8%), West Indian/African (6%), Chinese (6%), and the 
other 26 cultural backgrounds, identified as "all other groups" 
in the report, (29%). While criticisms can be made of this 
division, it did serve to suggest differences in parental 
attitudes related to cultural background. 

The majority (77%) of the children of these parents were 
placed in elementary Special Education programs. And, again for 
the purposes of data analysis, the placements were divided into 
six groups: elementary Learninci Disability/Reading Clinic (37%), 
elementary Gifted (26%), secondary (not Gifted) (15%), other 
elementary programs - these are Learning Centre, Behavioural, 
Special Program, Hearing and Ph>sically Handicapped - (14%), 
deferred (7%), and not exceptional (1%). 

A substantial proportion (34%) of the parents/guardians did 
not attend the I.P.R.C. meetings, mostly because they had to 
work. English and Canadian parents were much more likely to 
attend than West Indian/African and Chinese parents. And, 
parents whose children were placed in elementary Gifted programs 
were much more likely to attend than those with children placed 
in elementary Learning D i s a b i 1 i ty /Read i n g Clinic programs. 

Broadly speaking, the parents evaluated the Identification, 
Placement and Review process very positively. Those who attended 
tne I.P.R.C. meetings were likely to say they felt '*comf ortabl e" 
and/or "relaxed" at them and were very likely to describe the 
discussions as "open", "clear-cut", "professional", "impressive", 
"informative" and/or "interactive". Many parents spoke highly of 
the preparation they received before the meetings; they felt 
"fuHy informed", "involved with the i n f orma t i on - sh a r i ng " , "fully 
consulted", "involved with the decision-making", and "understood 
the purpose of the meetings". Parents had few complaints about 
the location of the meetings, received written information in a 
language they could read, understood the papers they had signed 
and knew they could have interpreters at the meetings. The 
majority (72%) felt positive about the results of the meetings, 
frequently sayiny they were "satisfied" and/or "happy". 
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However, when the average positive comments per parent were 
calculated and then analyzed by cultural group, it became obvious 
that some groups feel much more positive about the 

Identification, Placement and Review process than others. That 

is, the English and Canadian parents and parents of "other" 

cultural groups had higher averages of positive response than 

did Portuguese, Chinese and West Indian/African parents. 

Differences (of less magnitude) also appeared when the averages 

were calculated by Special Education program. Parents of 

children placed in elementary Gifted and Learning 
Disability/Reading Clinic programs were most positive. 

During the Identification, Placement and Review process, 
every parent/ guardi an is meant to receive a Toronto Board of 
Education booklet called "Special Education Guide for Parents and 
Guardians" in a language they can read^ However, 54% of these 
parents did not, and it was mostly a case of not receiving it at 
alK Particularly high proportions of the West Indian/African, 
Chinese and Portuguese parents did not receive it and/or did not 
receive it in a language they could read. Analyzed by program, 
parents whose children were placed in elementary Gifted progranis 
were most likely to receiva the booklet* 

Parents can take anyone of their choice to I.P^R^C. meetings 
for assistance; unfortunately, 56% of these parents reported that 
they were unaware of this. Proportionately, Chinese parents were 
least aware, while Portuguese parents were most aware. Analyzed 
by program, parents whose children's placements were deferred and 
parents whose children were placed in secondary (not Gifted) 
programs were least likely to be aware. 

Notwithstanding the high proportion o^ positive respo^nses 
and feelings, it is informative to examine the concerns and 
negative feelings of the parents, as these can be the basis for 
making improvements in the Identification, Placement and Review 
process. On average, the Canadian, West Indian/African and 
Portuguese parents expressed more concerns and negative feelings 
than the other cultural groups. And, when analyzed by program, 
it seems that parents with children placed in secondary (not 
Gifted) programs and parents with children whose placc^ments were 
deferred expressed the highest averages of negative feelings. 

Considering the responses across all the questions, the area 
of widest concern is that of "poor parent preparation and 
inadequate information". This ^elates to not receiving the 
booklet (as discussed above); hot understanding the makeup, 
purpose and role of the Committee; bf>ing confused during the 
discussion at the meeting; not being clear about the child's 
exceptionality and the nature of the Special Education program; 
and, not being aware of the results of the Committee meeting. 

A second concern is thet of "having to wait^'. Several 
parents felt that the process was drawn out; that is, testing 
took too long, exceptionalities were not identified early enough, 
placements did not occur <oo>^. enough, deferrals were recommended 
and letters of appeal v^ere not answered promptly. 
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Thirdly, some parents were surprised and/or worried that 
their child would be attending the Special Education program in a 
di f ferent school . 

A fourth area of concern centered on the structure, 
characteristics and procedures of the Committee. This meant that 
for some parents the Committee was too large; that the Committee 
was made up of some unnecessary people; that an air of 
professionalism and authority prevailed over knowing the child 
and using up-to-date and thorough information and test results; 
that the opinions of a particular member held too much weight; 
and/or that the procedures were too elaborate, formal and 
t rad i t i ona 1 . 

Fifth, some parents expressed a feeling of alienation from 
the information-sharing and decision-making before, during and/or 
after the meeting. They may have said they felt left out, cut 
off, and/or ignored. They may have preferred telephone calls to 
letters. They may have found meeting times inappropriate and 
inflexible. And, they may have feU the Committee members had 
made up their minds before the meeting and that parent 
participation was irrelevant. 

And, finally, a sixth group of negative comments when 
collected together reveal that several parents/guardians did not 
feel relaxed and comfortable at the I.P.R.C. meetings. Feelings 
such as tension, intimidation and apprehension were among those 
expressed . 

As has been pointed out several times in the report, 
satisfactions and concerns expressed by the parents/guardians 
vary by cultural group and Special Education program. However, 
it is of further interest to note that these two divisions of the 
parents are confounded as percentages of children in the six 
Special Education programs vary with the six cultural groups. 
Four trends in the data are: 

(1) Canadian and West Indian/African parents have the 
highest percentages of children in elementary Learning 
Disability /Reading Clinic programs; 

(2) Portuguese, West Indian/African and Chinese parents 
have the lowest percentages of children in elementary 
Gifted programs ; 

(3) Portuguese and Chinese parents have the highest 
percentages of children in secondary (not Gifted) 
p rog rams ; and 

(4) West Indian/African parents have the highest percentage 
of children in other elementary programs. 

In closing, the study provides good evidence that the 
Identification, Placement and Review process is highly effective 
in meeting the needs of most parents. It has also identified 
some areas where there is potential for growth in the 
implementation of the process and some groups of parents and 
pupils that might benefit from such growth. The sample can be 
considered to be representative of all such parents for the 
school year 1985-86. 
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APPENDIX A 
SPECIAL EDUCATION GUIDE 
PARENTS AND GUARDIANS 
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A Gcnrril (lulil; 



Toronto Board 
of 

Education 



SPECIAL EDUCATION 




A Guldo for Paranti and Quardiani 



4^1 



Ihj folloyA/iity handbook mi pifipared lo act as a 
(juide lui paienis and (juaidians in assessing iha Speciai 
Educdiional needs ol iheii children 

Ihis ouide ddscfibes Special Education services 
available in ihe Bodid ol Education lor Ihe Cily ol Totonio 
We hope you as d paient or guardian wil! lael Irea ID 
call or visii yoij( child s school and lalk mih ihe teacher and 
principal about yuur child s progress Wa believe ihat good 
comntuiMcaiiun btitween home and school can really help 
your child gol Iha ntusl Out ol school. 

laldecomseul their school years, some childrenmay 
require a Special Education placernani. for ihis reason, 
Ihe loronto Board ol E ducation oilers a wide range ol such 
seivices We have luund ihat most children do best il they 
stay m a regular grade class II necessary, the classroom 
teacher will make suitable changes toyour child's pr jgi am 
there Sumo studeiiis may benelit in a pari-lirna class with 
a specialty iiamed leachei (wiibdraMat class]. A smaller 
number ol students need (he extra help Ihat can be given in 
a lull hma Special Education class (selkontained dassj 

Ihe lange ol our Board's Special Education services 
lor excepiioryj siudenls living in the Cily ol Toronio is as 
IcHows 



InElnn^ntiry Sctiooli 

Mlihdnwvt Cliiiio 
|pirMlm«| 

Betiivioiuai 
Loarnituj DisabdilidS 
Reading Clmic 
GilleJ 

lioinu InsiMiclion 
SpetiLh 

ledinmg Certlie^ 
InSicondiry Ichooli 

Wlitidriwit CImim 
Iparllllmil 

fiehaviuuidl 
(neioiiict^ ftoaiii} 
toiining ilisabiliiibi 



lilf'ConUlnid Cliiiii 

irullltmij 

bttiftviouril 
LiarnmQ Disibillliei 
Balding 

Primiry. Junior & Senior* 

lls&llh 

GHled 



litl Conlilnod Ctiatii 
irutllUe) 

Secondary* 
Behaviour it 
IParliat Boiaryr* 
Laariung Disibdiiies 
(Pflilill Rotiryr* 



Rflvliad6apUmbar19B6 



Special (ducilion IPrimiry, Junior. S«nior irid 
Sr^cu'iddfy) IS deiigrifld lor iducahla rillided sludemi 
wliu Ui\ iuW Urielil liom cUsiroom inuruclion in a 
legolai sdiuot Seivices lor mora lavarely raiarilid 
iHittWi Mn olletfd m spaciil scliools opfliiiad by the 
MrKniiutiian Inroriio School Buird 

llMSisalutI limeprogrammMliichriioreihananeittadifli 

IS HivdvCd 



You may be readirtg ihis because your child is being 
considered lor some lurm ol Special Education Itelp tlilial 
is the case, m think il is important loi you lo know liow the 
linal decision vviSI be made, wital tiia dilleier^l sieps are and 
8!30ve allwttal yom iighlsare as the panru rji guardian ol a 
pupil being considered lor Ihts h«t;) 



SpccUlEduatlortinJ 

(he Amended Educ&lloA Act. IBBO(BIII 82) 

1l)e amended Education Ac) (as ol IBliOj legally 
requires every school board in Ontario lo provide approp- 
riate Special Education services lor its exceptional pupils 
As of September. 1 98 Itiese services must be in place lor 
all childriin who require them Ihe Act and ils accom- 
panymg flegulaoons have laid down il)e procedures a 
board must iollow to identity exceptionat pupils In \\\m 
procedures, paierils have the riylil to ba aclively invr)lvod 
in the decision inakirtg process 



The ExcepHon&l Child 

Ilifi"eKceplionalchild'*isnowdehnedbylaw Ihereis 
a broad range ol "exceplionaiilies ' The citild may have 
dillicully in using language; a physical handicap, an 
emotional or behavioural problem: intellectual or learning 
dillicullies, or may begilied 

flelore your child is considef ed to be an "excepliGnal 
pupir' under the law. a decision must be made by a 
commillee catted an IDENIIFICAIION. PIACEMENI AND 
REVIEW COMMIIIEE (IPnC| Vou as parerti oi uuardian 
will be invited to attend arid acirvely take pail in the 
meeting oltlie IPDC. 



Spccl&l Educftllon 

" — — III I . 

Whil le MiDrit By Spiciil Educittoit) 

The term Special Education' covers all services 
designed lor "uttceptional cliildien' Ihe services are 
woiked mrl on the liasis ol various tests and nepoits 
conducled tor the individual child Once a child has been 
given a Special i diicalion placeiiWNil IreiprenI tosling and 
close ohseivalioi) will l^elp Iho teacher to make any 
educational chanijus whicit die mrnkd lo ensuro Ihat the 
child conlimie:; lu make good |)ii»ijm!:>^ 
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Slip Oni; 

Ihd liisi sleji la hauiii) youi child consideied loi Special 
Educaiiun hal|i can bti mada by (he classfoom le^chei. 
by (he piincipal ui by olhei siall membeis ol (he school 

When Ihis possibiliiy (s being considered. i| is (he f espon 
Sibthiy ol the principal sod leacher lo let) you ol any 
concerns Ihey may have ar^d lo lei you know whas 
meaSiiies have baen iaken in ihe reyutai grade class lo 
Overcome Ihe edticaiiunal dtlliculiies ihai your child is 
e)(peiier\cing 

Step Two: 

Saloie any lurlhar acjion is taken you will be asked to give 
wriiienperrnission lor a psychological assessment ol your 
child 

II (his should occur you will be inviied to n^aei the principal 
(0 discuss yum child s educational needs At that tune you 
will bo asked (o sign a ParerUal Permission lor Psychologi 
cal Assessrneni loirn The inioimation gathered in this 
assessment could include aspects ol your child's social 
emotional, physical and intellectual development All 
inlormalion will be treated in a conlidenlial mannei 
Parents ol children who are being considered lor a gilted 
placement will be asked il they wish lo a group test 
given to their child In addition to a psychological 
assessment or gioup test, your cluld's progress in school 
Will be reviewed by ihe leacher and/Of tha principal 

Slip Thru: 

Assessment Conlerence 

When the assessment is complete, the appropriate stall 
people Will discuss their (indings and decide whether to 
pioceed lurlhet II Special Education help seems to be 
needed, the school ptmcipal will relei your child's case to 
an IPRC meeimg lor a decision on placement The principal 
Will write 10 you (o conlirm this /elerral As well, as Ihe 
parent or guardian. YOU can /equasl an IPRC through the 
school piincipal ai any time il you have concerns about 
your child's progress at school 

llttp Four: 
Placement Meeting 

You will be invited to attend the IPflC (Ideniiliccttion, 
Placement and lleview Committee) by a laliar Irorn the 
principal and will be lequiied lo send back a wrillijn reply 
indicating whether or not you wiH attend You rnay also 
br ing to Ihe IPDC meetinjj anyone who might assist you in 
presenting yunr inloimation o^ in understanding the 
pioceedings Yuur child s teacher and the school principal 
will dIsoatleiuJ the meeting 

|r\ this ineetdiy. you have the Hijhi lo make you/ views 
known and ask questiohs 

[he Comiritttoe has the (lowais and duties to 
|i| ileciile whether or iiOl yom child ts excepiiurial 
|h| ileciili! wliiil kind nl Sfiecinl FrhtcaiiOn service il any 
IS hiist suited to ihi! (ivceptional needs ol your child 



|iii| decidewhetl)flrmoieinlorma(icrusnaeded{ey ola 

psychiatric or medical natuie). 
|iv| interview your child, d aiipropiiaie |bul only with youi 

perinissionl. 
M conlMiii Its decisions with you. m wntinjj 

A pupil will not bd placed in any Special Education class 
without the parent s or guardian s v^iitten consent, unless 
Ihe parent lias both r^lused consent and tailed in appeal 
}he decision II you do nut agree with the densmn ol ttio 
IPRC. you have tlie right to appeal See Step Sm 

Slip Five: 

Regular Review ol yom Lhild s progress 

Ih.<oughuui the ye^r both the teachei and the school 
prmcipal will be reviewing your child s placement You will 
be invited to meetings to go over your child's piogress No 
ma)or changes can be made in your child's Special 
Education placement without your whiten perruission At 
least once every twelve months, your clulil s piacerneni 
must be reviewed by an iPltC Yoii will be mvitcil to that 
meeting just as in Step Foui At the meetuu) it may 
be recommended (hat your child 
|i{ lemam m the present Special Education class, or 
|ii) be felerred to an IPRC lor consideraiion ol nlare- 
rner\l m another type ol Special Education class, or 
|iii) be returned lo lull-time regular education 

As a parent oi guaidian, yuu may apply to liave the 
placement reconsiduied as oarty as 3 months alter your 
child has been gi^en a Special Education placement 

Slip Six: 

Ihe light lo appeal against Special Education decisions 

As a parent or guardiai;. you have tlie legal ngtii lo appeal 
agamM any ol Ihe lollowing decisions ol an IPRC 

(i) lliadecisionlhatyomchildisan'eKceptionalchild". 

or Ihe decisionlhat your child IS not an 'eKCeplional 

child", as dehned by law. 
|ii| Ihe choice ol placoment made lor your child should 

Special Education lielp be iflcommenderl 

You may reluse to giant peimission lo have yiiiir child 
placed in Special Education In this caso^ you must appodi 

10 the Director ol Edncalion in writing II no a|)|U}al is 
received within 1 5 days, Ihe Doaid has ttie right \o ptaca 
youi chilli in thii rucomiiiemled Spucial Eduraiion class 
and notily you ol the ar;limi that has bean taken 

|iii| aclianyeol placement dalteiapiuporiMw sucti 
a chanije is lecmniiiended 

11 you leluse a changu ol pfacumimt yiiu iiiu^t ^igam appeal 
to Ihe Oiiectm ol Iducahun in wiiliiiij II no ;ip|)iial is 
received within 1 5 days ol hciiig told ol the IPIi(. itosmn. 
Ihe Ootiiil has the ri{)tit (u make the change winch was 
lerornmriiiiloil anil iinlily you ol tliii ;n:lmn that li.u hcon 
taken 



Q. Wh«l hifofmillon will Hit IPRC nudl 

A. H\i} ammum (nqum a compl^io educmndl 
JiiifiSWUoi|'Oi//(.7i//J IhBnmiBtimdyfmjUKU 
li itiycfHilOijfCdi 4Smimdnl which may be 
uuuplmiS only v^ith you/ ^Hum p&nmm) You 
d/so indy bo diked to(j(vd pefmimn lot m updrnd 
heM di^emm o( soC'dl mtdtcdi hMiy 

Q. doii (ill piychaloQlcftl iffsinmine? 

A. f'^yMoijiCdldsmmnisdfdddtmiUBfiidbYihd 
f^^ychmiuCdm^lComuimtsohhfiJomioOudid 
ol tducmn d\ no cosr lo yOu You mdy hdva 
dmmdUsmmmdGf)dty{}thB(fiioleswi\dls 
d\ youf own eupmB Bodidpohcy givdi pditnil^l 
dnd gudjJmlilihd aghi to know //le quMcauons 
ol {ImQ »v/io maie piycliologtcdl dsmsnmn. oi 
who pttpdte dny (epons which die not ol d/i 
didddnuc ndlufd 

Q. Cm I help in ihc piychologlcil iiiiiimin)? 

A. ftiu you m help you( child w undmidnd ^hy iho 
d^iommt ri bemg cdmed oui llm you Cdn ht^lp 
itw PiyclmdoCdiiondl Consulim by dn^wunng 
'.jimuoni dboui the chtld's school hiuofy. 
do^tlopmm ml htidlih You hd\/ti ihQughi to know 
ilw (osuhs t)l dny diSflS5/nfiAi. dnd to dbCuss thm 
wiih ilui msulidnt 

a. Who illindi thi IPRC maalingi? 

A. f/ifl Lonmme$ hdi d n\umun\ ol thfoe nwmbdiS 
Um) tlid Bund of tducduon a Specidl iduCdim 
^upmimy ollicei o( dd^ignaw, a pnncipdl dndd 
mnu psychology AnyothBf BOdfdstdIt who hdvd 
btion involved dmdy w\th you/ child Uich ds iho 
todchuf 01 the pnnapdloi the psychoedumondl 
cmulidni did dls,o mied lo pd(tiopdid tn tho 
tmting Youds pdmt q( gudididn ol \he cluld ^te 
M) limed to pddicipdw 

Q- II I ni«ri III Iniarpriiir, would oni bi 
. iuiilabli? 

A. ri/s Jim Bi)dnt ol (duCdlion will p(Ovnlo d/i 
mupim il you would hku to im ood o( you mdy 
iiiiuj d himi 

Q. Whil hippini il I dori'l igifti with llii 
ddciiioni ol ihi IPRC} 

A. // ynu tliSdgitii wtth did IfllC's docision ihdi yom 
cluld n Ini IS nod dn moptiondl pupd m wuh did 
mmmintiid pldi dmdm ol youi cluld you hdvd 
ti\o nghi tn dppudi m wuting to tlid Oiiectoi ol 
Idui'dtiun within /i ddys ol ihd IIHC dmwn 
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Witliin 30 iidY's of JOi Otvtng t/us hntu itm Qodia will 
appoint dn inUeponUoiu coimtuuue to /t* tjAdttuno 
you/ child i pfdconwiu. ditU /osponu wtih /is con 
sidaiationi Ouung anAppoj/d chtid wouiU ivn^dm 
in hii/hei fi/esom c/ass unti/ t/w tosuli^ o/ ihu 
appeal ^lo ftnahtoii 

\t my child is mttmfxditiii m •t;lioo> v^hlcli la (far 
fr»nn h;.>in«, U ?ranaporl«iion provldad lr«a of 

Kos The Toionio Board o/ Educdiion piovulos 
i/anspoiutr.on to/ siudenn diionding Spoctdl Edu 
canon c/assos atvay /roin Uwi/ coinmuniiy icfioof 

Cmn S whhdraiA* my child ieom SpacUl 
CducalioR? 

Yei HowBVBf. we recominond ihdi you dsscuis 
wiihdrat^a/ ffoen Spoctal Education with t^e ptmci 
pa to/ youi child's school J ha pnnctpalihan faquans 
ihai the Idonn/icenon, Pidceinem and Hoviow Com 
mnmo dacusi iha siiuaiton and make fecommenda 
iiom If you a/0 still dtsiausfted. you may appeal in 
¥ynnng lo the Oitecior of Education 

What will happen If my child hat savara $ktoh- 
Urns for which lhara ara no aarwicaa awailabia 

at inm Toronto Board of Eduoalion? 

fof cluldtan with iavar a physical hamhcap^. inxpairad 
heating andeyenyhi andaevete inaniahetatdauon. 
ihe/e a e ipectal schools m Muuopoltian Toionio 
fof which placement may be comtdofed Oihet 
educational setvice%, ate available to you in venous 
Hospitals and oilier Instiiuiions in Toronio If place 
mem m a residential school is necessary, piovision 
will be made for your child m a Provincial Scfiool In 
all Such cases, the Toronio Board will make the 
appropriate relerral 

Whera can I obfioln mora infofinailon? 

Please coniaci ihe principal ol your local scfiool oi 
ihe Special Education Depaiiinem /t>9B 4931) 



hits loUowiMu {iyh!s <of pdieiils ol chitdien beiiiQ 
considtiied lot Special Education placeineni waf a adopted 
as Ooaid policy oa iha f ticoinmendaiion ol the Woikgioup 
on I ea/niiiu Oisabililies Pai enls nave Ihe nQhl: 

0) lo be inloiined o{ a;ny laadiiig assas&ineni coii- 
ducleii Willi Iheif cluldienfsince ihis is an acadeiTuc 
eyaluaiion. no lounal p6mnssion is lequifed): 

Ol) lo Qiant Ol wiihhold permission lof any psyclioloQi- 
cal assessineni oi Qioup lesl conducted by iba 
Uo<ifd. Of any Special Educaiion placenieni o/ 
pfouiain chanoe. 

bill lo feceive copses of alt assessmenl lopoMs and lo 

bdve ibein eiiplained m an miei view with ibe peison 

who conducled ihe assessment: 
bvj lo be inlof nied ol iha idanlily and qualilicaiions ol 

anyona conduclinQ an assossinar.i ol iheii child: 
<v) lo leceive leQulaf lepoi is liom any leachei ol iheii 

child in a wiibdfawal pioQiam of a seU coniainad 

Cl^iSS. 

(vi) lo be fouhnely inlo/mad ol pfOQiam modilicaiions 
desiQaed lof iheif child in a legulai classiooin: 

iviO lo lequesi a leview ol any Special Educaiion 
placenieni 



Ncia: 

The inlof fnaiion coniainad in ih<9 pamphlel is inlended lo 
sei ve as a uuido lot paianis in f ospeci lo iheii »riohls fs ibey 
felaia lo ihe possible pailicipaiion ol cheif cluldian in 
Spacial Educabon This is nol a deliniliva and leyal 
siaieaieni ol such i i^bls 
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APPENDIX B 
GIFTED RESOURCE CENTRES 
A BOOKLET FOR PARENTS 
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A Booklet for Parenls 



A Booklet for Parents 




A New Program for Gifted Students 
Elementary Grades 





iiiii m 
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TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION / iSfll 




I ; 



Sepleoiber 1984 - 
Noniinalion process begins 
lor elemenlary grade pii[iils 

December 1984 - 
I.PR.C, ineelings begin. 

September 1985 ~ 
Parl-Timo Program and 
Full-Time Program begin <il 
GilletJ ResoiifceCenlres 



I 

u 
I 
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I eginning in September 1985, ■ requires diflereplialed learning 
I Ihe Toronio Board oj experiences of a depth and 
' Educalion will oKer special ) ; ^ breadih beyond those normally 
programs 'designed to meet the j ! \ ' provided in the regular school . 
needs ol elementaiv gradd gifted " 1 ? ' program to satisfy U level of 
pupils at Gifted Resource Cenires-'| j jeducation potential indicated.'! 
throughout the city, • ! j' j j j ' v ^ ' In addition, the Toronto Board of 

rA .1 u ^ <• J ■ iL' J ■ • i : J definition includes mmil ■ 
Education has defined glftednessJ h, .,, , . ' 

..A II J 'b'J \uv'jSfflSi(f'i/ia/ic/as indications of 
An unusually advanced degree 

ecjual'ab|lj|tjii( 




iDEHTlFlCAJm OF WE 
GIFJEO CHILD 

; j 1 ^iftedne?^ Is:present [r^ : ' | 
I persohsbj all cultures,: 

I Idng'uagesi classes, ar)d ' ' 'l 

{ bircumstsncas; male and ;j , ! 

] lemale,; ^ > ; ■ i i m 1 - 1 i 

' * li6)giftfeaness:mustbe/jM M 

V irj vigorously lair and ; , ' '1 ; 

' ; (Sufficiently flexible to;' ' '|! 

'.'efisiire that all who merit ij; 
I ■ admittance to a special 
! I pfogram are Included in i|, ' < 



1 ( 'I 



\>:\''i:' }■ 



Mm 



'•ii 



Throughoul //)/s school ywin 
concerted elloflv/ill bfinuiiio to 
find and identify Rvoiyfiilicd 
child in the Tofcrilo school 
system, In-servirc tiainnii) will lir 
given to teachiKslo .insist ihnm 
in recognizing signs ol fiillwIiK".:; 
in children, and looxplnintlio 
process of idenlilicalion 
established by tlin Tdionio (lonid 

A child may exhibit iiiiiisimI 
ability <il home tliioiif|hwoik 
activities, hol)t)ios,(;oiivoiyiiit in 
and discussion, roadmg linbil:;. 
and in many other ways If yon 
believe you have a child who nuy 
Ije gifted you may bung this to 
the attention of the pfincip;il l)y 
filling outanominaiionlnnnal 
the child's school 



The shaded area in the centre 
represents gifted behaviour. - 



The programs, to commence 
September 1985, will 
accommodate the diverse 
educational needs of pupils who 
are identified as gifted, 



4 
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PHOCESS 



A pupil may be nominaled for the 
gilledpfogram by parents, '. ' 
guardians, I rnier Of present ! 
Icachors, any other person wtio \ 
knows the pupil well, or by the 
pupil personally. • • .i':, 

Nomination forms are availBble at 
the school office. Area Offices,/ 
and at the Special Education , 
Dcparlmenlat the Education 
Centre. 



Parent Involvement'.' 

No action is taken on a 
nomination until the child's 
parent or guardian is informed 
and asked togivswrilten 
pci mission for the gathering of 
additional information about Ihe 
child's interests, abilities, 
creativity, and desire lo learn. 

Ihis information will besought 
from a variety of sources- 
parents, teachers, the pupii, and 
ottiers it appropriate, 



Assessment 

Group assessments of all 
. nominaled pupils (whose parenis 
'wish to liavo an assessment) will 
' .'be conducted in Ihe pupil's own 
scliool. Occasionaily, it may be 
helpful lo conduct an individual 
1 ! psychological assessment of 
. some pupils. 

■ Aliinlormalion gathered will be 
treated in a confidential manner 



Formal Identification 

All this information is considered 
by a committee of professionals 
called an Identification, 
Placement and Review 
Conimitlee(I.P.n.C.),This 
commillee decides when Ihe 
pupil is an "exceptional child" 
under T^e [jJucation Act. A child 
who isd«^;,i::redloba exceptional 
is eligible for a special program, 

It is the responsibililyof the 
sctiool principal lo forward ihe 
pupil's iioininatioiilo lliel.P.RC, 



The nominaled pupil's parent or 
■guardian Is invited lo attend and 
take an active part in Ihel.P.R.C. 
meeting. 

lllhel.P.R.C, determines that Ihe 
1 jCtiild is exceptional and that Ihe 
! exceptionality is pi//edness, ihree 
, 'program choices become 
..'available to the parent and pupil, 



Program Options 

The pupil may continue in Ihe 
regular classroom program with 
appropriate assistance; 

OR 

The pupil may attend a Part-Time 
Program at a Gifted Resource 
Centre one day per week; 

OR 

The pupil may attend a Full-Tinie 
Program at a Gifted Resource 
Conlie, 



GIFTED RESOmCC 
CENTRE - 

PART-TIME PROGRAM 

For Ihe majority of pupil;;, it ir. 
believed that alliiiKlaiii;i! Ill ihi- 
Part-Time Prograin will he inoM 
app,iopriale as il will allow the 
pupils lomainl.iin idonlilywilh 
their local schoo! wliiln slill 
receiving a gilled prograii! 

Pupils spend oneda/pc wcokal 
Ihe Gifted Resource Ceniro and 
four days pefwee/tatlcnding J, 
regular class in llioir hmno y 



In Ihe home school, ili(;ii)(|iil;ii 
class curriculum is lompii'sscil 
in order to tree tune lor llii; 
pupil's participalion in Gillod 
Resource CcnlresliidiDs Ilic 
pupil remains responsihlii loi 
mastering the regulai cLT'Skiohi 
curriculum, bul iiol necessarily 
for the coaiplelion olovmy 
activity wilhin cacti study iiihI 
Curriculum units can Ik; .sIihIukI 
in a shorter pcnod ol liinr^or 
omitted enliiolyilllK; pupil can 
demonslfiik! high cf^in|)iiliii)i:i!ni 
a mastery olllioroqiiiicd skills 

In the Parl-Timo pKKjiain.il ilic 
Gifted Resoiiicfl Contic, pupils 
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vvoikiniMu.illyor iiisninll 
(iii)ii!is on li'St'.iicli ifito problems 
,iiiiliv,iu'S llii'yiiiiM)iu:o;if2ged 
lu i.ikr|..iiiiiisi)lccliiiijihe topics 
!oi iir..",ii(|iiik)Mii(ni 111 proposing 
•iiii,iiili;iiLiiiii(|ii«ol icsoarch, 
Hii'I'iipil liKidions as (1 producer 

.i;. \vll.ibii!'<)liSil'ilL'l ol 
Hiioiiii.iiiDiiiiiulidCds The 
KMiiiiol iiivi'siigaiion are 
l'i.'.i'iitnlbyitu;piipii or group 
111 [Hipil'jio dassiiialus or lo 
.'iii'.ii iiiiiiosiud persons, 

M-wb ailditliiKj ilie Parl-Time 
I'togiaiii Will be provided wilh 
school tnis Iranspoilalion Irom 
iheif local school lo Ihe Gilled 
Resource Centre and back lo Ihe 
local school 



QIHED RESOmCE 

Tin; Fiill-Tinif Program will be 
.■Ppiiiprialiilura jmaller number 
III i iiidcnlb. Tliuy will be required 
10 kw. III! ■iiconirmioily schools 
inonkii loailoiid 



Pupils allend class al the Gilled 
Resource Centre on a lull-lime 
basis, five rfays per mk. In 
addition to the specially qiialilied 
teachers on Ihe stall, other 
instructors, selected lor their 
particular knowledge or skills, 
may be invited to work with Ihe 
pupils Irom time lo time. 

The Curriculum lollows the 
guidelines prescribed by the 
Ontario Ministry ol Education. 
This material is covered at an 
accelerated pace and at a greater 
depth than In regular classes. The 
leaching methods used are niore. 
appropriate lo the abilities, needs 
and interests ollhese pupils. 
They have opportunities lowork 
with a wide range ol people and 
materials. 

Pupils are encouraged to become 
involved in Ihe selection ol topics 
to be studied and to propose 
Suitable techniques ol 
investigation, The pupil lunctioiis 
as a producer as well as a 
consumer ol inlormalion and 
ideas, The results ol each 
research project are presented by 



Ihe pupil or pupil group to 
classmates or to other interested 
persons, 

Pupils in the Full-Tinie Program 
may require transportation. 
Junior school pupils will be 
encouraged lo use T.TC. and 
tickets will be provided. Where 
necessary, door-lo-door school 
bus transportation will be 
provided. Parents wishing this 
residence-lo-school transpor- 
tation may make application 
through their school principal. 
Students in senior school will be 
required lo use T.T,C. Tickets wilh 
beprovide(J.: 



The Gifted Resource Centre 
Programs described above 
will be provided in adcfi/iof) 
lo Ihe Enrichment Programs 
developed by individual 
elementary schools across 
the city lor bright and gilled 
pupils. 



THEQIHED 
RESOUFICE CEIIJRE 

iQcatmr 

Gilled Resource Centres will be 
established in all areas ol the 
city. Sped lie sites will be selected 
to make travelling to and Irom the 
Centre as easy as possible lor the 
pupil. ■ ■ 

All teachers in Ihe Gilled 
Resource Centres are 
experienced classroom teachers j> 
with additional Special Education f 
qualilicalions as required by Ihe 
Ontario Ministry ol Education 
'and the Toronto Board ol 
•Education; 

: They are aware ol the 
) I characteristics and needs ol 
, (gilled pupils, and they. 
■ ^ understand how teaching 

techniques can beinodilied to 

provide learning opportunities 

and experiences which are 

appropriate. 
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For further in(ointalioii.pl''.'ir.i: 
; conlaci one ol liu! lollowimi 
i people: 

ij Da\/id Hensliaw, Co-ordinnloi 
I' Gjlled and Enrichmoni 
' Special Educalion DepailnuinI 
j.iToronIo Board ol Educiilion 
!,i Telephone: 591 -0005 

i'Mea Cenfrfl/-Waids4.6 

11 . . , 

) ;K0f| MacLennan. 
' Assistant Co-ordifinlor 
Jeldphone: 368-2676 

i'We^M- Wards 7.8.9 
I ?Carolynn Whileley. ConsiillanI 
f .'telephone: 461 -6371 

i /Irea A/Of l/j - Wards 5, 10,11 
[ .'Dave Appleyard. ConsiillanI 
! Telephone: 485-9143 

\,Aream - Waids 1.2.3 
\ Klara Hada, Consulliinl 
:, Telephone: 534-G3r)S 

This bookie! is also nvnilalilo in 
French. Chinese, Grook, Italian. 
Polish, Porliigiiosc. Spanish, and 
Vietnamese. Exira copies iiio 
available from: 
Information & Publicalioiu; 
Toronto Board of Education 
155 College Slieol 
Toronto IvIST 1P6 
Telephone 591-8259 

^6 
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Education Toronto — one of a series of fact sheets on the school system operated by the Toronto Board of Education 



Special Education 

Special Education involves a wide variety of teach- 
ing programs designed for "exceptional" students 
attending Toronto elementary and secondary 
schools. 

These programs consist of self-contained classes, 
resource and learning centres, and individual or 
group instruction on a withdrawal or itinerant basis. 
All programs are open-ended and the progress of 
ever\* student is evaluated at regular intervals to 
ensure that his or her needs are being met. 

INTEGRATION 

The philosophy of the Special Education Depart- 
ment is to integrate students into regular programs, 
wherever feasible. Integration is usually a gradual 
process as the student becomes less dependent on 
special education support and learns to cope suc- 
cessfully in a regular classroom. There are, however, 
students whose physical, emotional and intellec- 
tual needs are such that they cannot learn effectively 
in a regular class and require the support of a 
self-contained class. 

INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION 
Special Education class size depends on the type of 
program. Emphasis is on an individual program 
which allows the student to work at an appropri- 
ate level and pace. While academic work must be 
challenging, it must also be within the student's 
capabilities. 

ITINERANT TEACHERS 

Special Education itinerant teachers are available to 
assist classroom teachers of students with educa- 
tional problems in the areas of vision, hearing, 
speech, behaviour, and language and learning 
disabilities. 

SPECIAL SCHOOLS 

Thiree special schools provide learning situations in 
which children who are unable to benefit fully from 
a regular school environment can develop to their 
potential. They are: Metropolitan Toronto School 
for the Deaf (for the hearing impaired); and Sunny 

ERIC 
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View School and Bloorview School (for the 
physically and orthopaedically handicapped). 

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 
Special Education teachers have appropriate quali- 
fications in their specialities, successful teaching 
experience in grade classes, an objective viewpoint, 
an optimistic outlook — plus much understanding. 

These teachers are encouraged to continue their 
professional development through participation in 
further education and in-service programs in order 
to better meet the needs of exceptional children. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION STAFF 
Two supervisor^' officers in Special Education ad- 
minister a consultative staff of 26 who work directly 
mth approximately 636 Special Education teachers 
and 355 non-teaching personnel in the Toronto 
Board s various programs and classes. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION INFORMATION 
To assist parents and guardians in understanding 
the Special Education programs available in Toronto 
Board schools and the placement of students in 
these programs, the pamphlet Special Education — 
.4 Guide for Parents and Guardians is available from 
your local school or the Special Education Depart- 
ment, 598-4931. extension 673. 

This pamphlet is produced in the following 
languages: 

English French Chinese 

Greek Itahan Polish 

Portuguese Spanish Vietnamese 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Telephone (416) 598.4931 

• Michael Choma, Assistant Superintendent. 
Curriculum and Program (Special Education) 
extension 672 

• Magil M. Damiey, Supervisory Officer, Special 
Education, extension 671 

Address 

• Toroiito Board of Education. 155 College St., 
Toronto. Ontario, M5T 1P6 

60 
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SlMa iAL KDrCA TiON V 


KOCirUIS— A> of January 1, ][)S:] 












Number 


Type of Program 


Placement Criteria 


LocaLjon 


of Teachers 






in Uie KlomcnLar\' Schools 


\() 




behavioural ■ em oUnnal prohlenij;. 


Itinerant Teacher Program 


2.5 






In the Secondary Schools 




F fDFAFl 


Profoundly deaf ( program is available 


Metro School for the Deaf 


2U 


iV'tri'wt riiiiHanrp FroPTam 


from ape 3 1 . 


Forest Hill P.S. 


1 


from timi* of diapnosis) 




in the Secondary Schools 


14 


S.E. (GIFTEn AND 


OuLsLandin^ peneral ahiliLie.'; combined 


In the Elementary Schools 




ENRICHMENT) 


with Lhe capahiliLy of inLrnse cnnceniraUnn 


In the Secondary Schools 






and rreal ivil v. 


Bcpinninf: in a tfircc^ycar 






phascun program. 








Saturday Morning Classes 


40 






4 city-wide locations 


Instructors 


cr /II Cat Tin 


'^UfQm linrallli It m 1 1 ^ 1 i /-v it t 
CIl' iltdllll 1 nil I Ld L IDM.S. 


Charles C Eraser, 


t 






Kainnount. Osier, i^: 








Wilkinson Puhlic School 




'S.E, (HEARING) 


Hcarin? impaired ( program is available 


In the Elementary Schools 


3 




from age 4). 


Itinerant 7'eacher Program 


14 






In the Stcondar\ Schools 


< 


S.K. (HOME iNSTRLCTION) 


Severe heaUh. physical. emoLinnal. anri or 


In the home or Elementary- 


As 




behavioural problems. 


School 


Required 



S.K. (HOSPITAL L Severe emotional, behavioural, medical and' In various Hospitals & Institutions 

INSTITUTIONAL) or physical problems. —Elementary 56.6 

- Secondar\ 25.5 



S.E. (L.ANGCAGE) Severe language disorders. In the Elementary Schools 15 

itinerant Teacher Program 1 
III the Secondary Schools 2 

S.E. (LEAR.M.NC CE.NTRE) Moderate to mild difficulty in the behavioural. Withdrawal ProCram 100.5 

learninc disabilit\\ or slow intellectual In the Public Schools 

development areas 

Sienificant discrepancies between academic In the Elementary Schools 8.3 

achievement and assessed intellectual ability Itinerant Tencher Program 7,5 

evidenced b\ learning disabilities in academic In the Secondary Schools 50.5 
and social areas that involve the use of 
language and mathematics. 



'S.E. (ORTHOPAEDIC) 


Severe physical handicap requiring special 
services and setting 


Sunny View School 

In the Secondary Schools 


40 

4.5 


S.E. (PRIMARY). (JUNIOR). 
(SENIOR) 


.\ learning disorder characterized b>' 
slow intellectual development. 


Junior Public Schools 
Senior Public Schools 


32 
29 


S.E. (PRIMARY), (JR.). (SR.) 
CORE WITHDRAWAL 


A learning disorder characterized b>- slow 
intellectual development. 


Withdrawal Program 
In the Public Schools 


11 


S.E. (READING) 


A learning disorder characterized by a Primary- 
Reading Disability, 


In the Public Schools 


5 


S.E. (READING CLINIC) 


A learning di.sorder primarily, 
characterized by a Reading Disability 


Withdrawal Program 
In Reading Clinics 


32 


S.E. (SECONDARY) 


A learning disorder characterized by slow 
intellectual development 


In the Secondary School 


3 


S.E. (SPEECH) 


Speech and languape difficulties ( impaired in 
articulation, rhythm and stress) 


III the Public and Secondary 
Schools 


15.5 



S.FI - Special Education - ' .Metro-wide attendance: programs operated hy 1*cronto Board <>f Education 

" Ministry Funded (Section 15, Ciraiit Remilationsi 



S.E. (LEARNING 
DISABILITIES) 



6i 
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APPENDIX D 
PROGRAMMING FOR STUDENTS 
FLOW CHART 
FROM 

identification, placement and review committee 
principal's handbook 
toronto board of education 
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PROGRAMMING FOR STUDENTS 
FLOW CHART 

PROGRAMMING FOR STUDENTS 

BEGINS WITH DISCUSSION IN THE SCHOOL. 



SCHOOL 
REVIEW/ 
DISCUSSION 
OF STUOENT 



CONTINUE/UPGRADE 
PRESENT PROGRAM 




no 




yes 



no 



OBTAIN 
INFORMATION 
(B) 



DEFER 

(I) 



CONSIDER 
INFORMATION 
AVAILABLE AND 
IMPLEMENT 
PROGRAM CHANGES 
(C) 




SPECIAL 
EDUCATION 
PLACEMENT 
(K) 



4- 




EXCEPTIONALITY 




AND PLACEMENT 




DECISION 


7< 


(I) 






yes 







SEQUENCE OF 
EVENTS LEADING 
TO I.P.R.C. 
(D,E,F,G,H) 



SPECIAL 
EDUCATION 
CONSI DERED? 



yes 



no 



63 



EMS f^OTE: LETTERS IN BRACKETS REFER TO STEPS OUTLINED IN THE PROCESS ON PAGE 4. 
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APPENDIX E 
QUESTIONNAIRE : 
TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION 
IDENTIFICATION, PLACEMENT AND REVIEW PROCESS 
PARENTS' OPINIONS 
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TORONTO BOARD OP EDUCATION 
IDENTIFICATION, PLACEMENT AND REVIEW PROCESS 

PARENTS' OPINIONS 



FEBRUARY /MARCH 
1986 
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Did you attend the I.P.R.C. meeting? 

Yes (go to 2) 
No (go to 4) 

How did yo u feel at the I.P.R.C. meeting? 
(The following may be used as probes.) 

Comfortable Respected Intimidated 

Upset Ignored Relaxed Rushed 

Involved Frightened Confused 



flow would you describe the discussion at the I.P.R.C. meeting? 
(The following may be used as probes O 



Confusing 
Clear-cut 

Poor Tense 

Compass ionate 

Poor interpretation 



Informative 

Too academic 

Open 

Interactive 

Good answers to 
my questions 



Ob j ec tive 
No interpreter 
One-way Satisfying 
Excellent 
Professional 



(go to 5) 
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Why wrere you unable to attend the I.P,R,C, meeting? 
(The following may be used as probes,) 

Poor location On holiday No babysitter 

Poor time Sickness Had to work 

Poor date Physical disability Language problems 

Uncomfortable No transportation Business reasons 



How do you feel about the results of the I.P.R.C. meeting? 
(The following may be used as probes •) 

Satisfied Resigned Relieved 

Angry Happy Concerned 

Excited Confused Proud 
Racially 

discriminated Disappointed Impressed 
against 



6' 7 



How were you prepared before the I.P.P.C. meeting? 
(The following may be used as probes.) 



Fully informed Intimidated Involved in 

decision -making 

Confused Inconvenienced Involved in 

information -sharing 

Understood purpose Ful ly consulted 

of meeting 



What do you think about the location of the I.P.R.C. meeting? 
Excellent Hard to find Too far away 

Convenient O.K. 

Have you received written information in a language you can read? 
Yes No 

Have you understood the papers you hav2 signed? 

Yes No 

Did you know you could have an interpreter at the I.P.R.C. meeting? 
Yes No 



Did you receive the booklet called "Special Education Guide for 
Parents and Guardians'* in a language you could read? 

Yes No 



Did you know you could bring anyone of your choice to the I.P.R.C. 
meeting to assist you? 

Yes No 



68 
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Tt the T?Vr"' " ^'^"'^ ^PP--^ decisions made 

at the I.P.R.C, meetin?*:? 



Yes 



No 



14. To wrxat cultural group do you belong? (For example: Chinese French 
Native Indian, Portuguese.) v^umese , i^^encn, 



15. Additional Conments: 



Thank you for 

your 
cooperation. 



o 69 
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APPENDIX F 
LETTER TO Pr,HENTS 



THE BOARD OF EP/l CATION FOR THE CIT^' OF TORONTO 
^^^^ 155 College Sireet. Toronto M5T !P6. Canada. 598^931 /'C^v 



Februarv 28, 1986 



Dear Pa r enc /Gua rd i an : 

The Tcroncc Board of Education is conducr. j.'.ig ?. :-..rvey or parencs" 
sacisfaccion with the Idencificac; on, PlCv^tn-ie^ic anu Peview 
Comr.iccee (I.P.R.C.) procedures iniciaced che Special 

Educ^cion Department; . 

During che monch of March, Marc ha Pcver, Resea *-ch Deparcmenc, 
'-^•ill ccncacc you by celephone to ask seme cuesc :rr;s en che 
process chac was followed fcr che i den'C. i f ica c i on of your child. 

Your involvemenc in chis survey vi 1 1 .=>3sisc -s in maincaining che 
besc possible service for "ou and you* chi. t'our co~operacion 

in chis maccer is very much appreciated. 

Yours sincere 1>'. 



0r? (Zl^^ 

Michael Chorr.s 
A s s i s n a n c S u p e r : r: c e n d e n c 
Curriculum and Program 
(Special Educacion) 

GSD:cf 



Edward N McKeown.DireaorofEducaiton/RonaldW Hallord.AisociateDffeaor-'Operahons/DonaldC. Rutledec. Associate Drreaor - Propf am 
Charles V% Taylor. Supenruendeni of Curriculum and Program/Lmda Cravson, Sut^erirnendeni of information Services 
Y-T^r^' ' Superintendcni of Personnel/Michael J Rose. ComprroHer of Buildings and Plant/David S Paton. ComptroCe. of Finance 



